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STUDY BACKGROUND 


In an effort to help improve the general quality of life of residents 
living in close proximity to freeways, the Ministry of Transportation 
and Communications has been constructing noise barriers in selected 
locations throughout Ontario. The objective of these barriers has been 
to reduce the effect of noise and other freeway annoyances. 


This study was undertaken to determine public reaction to the 4m 
Durisol noise barrier, installed on the south side of Highway 401 
between the Don Valley Parkway and Victoria Park Avenue. The survey 
was conducted one year after the barrier was constructed. In previous 
Surveys, emphasis was placed on residents' reaction to noise barrier 
impact on dissatisfaction with freeway annoyances. The intention of 
this study was not only to obtain information on the effects of the 
noise barrier but to increase the focus on public reaction to, and 
perception of barrier aesthetics. 


Many of the results presented in this study will enable a direct com- 
parison to previous social surveys conducted in Ottawa and Toronto. 

Of particular significance, in comparison to the Ottawa and Toronto 
(Etobicoke) sites, the Don Valley Parkway-Victoria Park Avenue site 

is intermediate in terms of noise levels and may present unique results. 
The survey also provided social assessment of a third barrier material, 
concrete, and enabled a comparison with previous results Ottawa-wood 
and Toronto-steel. In fact, the noise barrier in question is the 

first barrier in Ontario with an absorptive surface (Durisol). 


This study was requested and funded by the Environmental Office and 
carried out by the Drivers and Vehicles Research Office. The work 
was conducted under the guidance of a committee consisting of: 


Doug McFarlane - Environmental Office 

John O'Grady - Environmental Office 

Jack Wear - Highway Design Office 

Brian Deslauriers - Drivers and Vehicles Research 
Paul Gorys - Drivers and Vehicles Research 


Results of sound level measurements quoted in this report were 
verified by Jerry Hajek of the Acoustics Research Office and 
Michael Monette of the Highway Design Office. 


The principal research was undertaken by James White and Anita Fallis 
of InfoResults Limited. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Introduction 


A durisol noise barrier was constructed o:1 the south side of Highway 
401 between the Don Valley Parkway and Victoria Park Avenue in 

fo / om Tie barricr, iouriiyetres highs "was nade from srey*concrete, 
A survey to determine the residents’ satisfaction with the barrier 

was conducted in 1979. The major areas investigated were: residents’ 
satisfaction with various features of their neighbourhood; perceptions 
of the noise level before and after installation of the barrier; aesthetic 
reaction to the barrier; and perceived appropriateness and benefits 

of such noise barriers. 


Before the construction of the barrier, the noise level for first row 
homes behind the Highway was estimated as 69 dB(A). Tests were 
undertaken for noise reduction after the installation of the barrier. 

A noise loss of 8 dB(A) for the first row homes and 2 dB(A) for the 
Second and third row homes was evident. Therefore, the noise level 


after the installation of the barrier for first row homes is now 61 dB(A). 


The study area, which contained 280 households, was divided into three 
zones on the basis of proximity of the households to the Highway. The 
first group (Zone I) consisted of all households whose property is 
adjacent to Highway 401. Zone Il respondents lived in houses facing 
Zone | residents. The third zone consisted of those homes with two 

or more dwellings between them and the Highway. 


A letter was mailed to the households informing the occupants that 

a study of their attitudes to their neighbourhood was going to be con- 
ducted. Personal interviews were conducted during the late fall of 
1979. Up to four call backs were made to each household as needed 
to achieve the quota of 200 interviews. Approximately 10% of the 
interviews were verified to ensure their authenticity. 


The data were analyzed by zone, by sex, and by length of residence. 
Further analysis was done on selected questions. 


J L509 -Unadjusted for traffic variation, 4 feet above ground. 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2024 with funding from 
University of Toronto 


https://archive.org/details/31/61118927979 


Research Findings 


Sample 


A total of 207 residents, representing 73.9Y of the total households 
were interviewed. Ona zone basis, almost two-fifths (89. 6%) of 
the total sample lived in Zone I, 35.3% in Zone II, and 25. 1% in 
Zone tit. 


Slightly more females (51.7%) than males (48.3%) were interviewed. 
The sex differences by zone were not statistically different. The 
respondents were classifed into the following age groups: 18-24 
ee 13. 6%; 25-34 years, 23.3%; 35-44 years, 22.8%; 45-54 years, 

UVP; 0-64 years, 6.39; and 65 years and older, 3.9%. Novxstatis- 
tical differences were found among the six age groups by zone or by 
sex of the respondent. 


The area appears to be stable in terms of mobility since over half 
(55.1%) of the respondents have lived in their house for 10 or more 
tn Twenty-two residents who moved into their house after the 
arrier was installed in September 1978 are referred to as short- 
term as opposed to long-term residents. No significant differences 
were found among zones by length of residence. The majority of 
the respondents own their home rather than rent, 93.2% vs. 6. 8%, 
respectively. No statistical difference was found in ownership among 
the three Zones. 


Attitude To Neighbourhood 


The respondents were asked to rate eleven neighbourhood features in 
terms of their degree of satisfaction with each feature. For analysis 
purposes, the 8-point scale was collapsed into three groups, namely: 
satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, and dissatisfied. 


Two-fifths (41.5%) of the respondents were dissatisfied with the amount 
of noise from the Highway when outside and almost one-third (30.5%) 
with the amount of noise while trying to sleep. Very few respondents 
were dissatisfied with the amount of noise while talking and reading or 
relaxing in-doors. These five features were not significantly different 
by zone. 


Almost one-third (29.0%) of the respondents were dissatisfied with 
the amount of dust and dirt that settles on their yeard, one-fifth with 
the amount of salt spray (19.3%) and fumes from the traffic (18. 9%). 
Very few residents were dissatisfied with the amount of visual privacy 
from traffic on the Highway (4. 4%) and vibrations caused by traffic on 
the Highway (9.7%). ‘These non-noise related features were Statisti- 
cally related by zone. A greater percentage of Zone I than II or III 
were dissatisfied with the above features. 
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Another indication of the residents‘ attitude to their neighbourhood was 
whether or not they had considered moving from the area. One-third 
(31.9%) of all respondents had thought about moving. One-fifth (22.7%) 
of the respondents who considered moving mentioned the noise from the 
Highway as a reason for moving. Three people stated they had not moved 
because the barrier had reduced the noise level. 


Perception of Ncise Before Barrier 


Just under two-thirds (62.7%) of the long-term residents considered 
noise a problem before the barrier was installed. The percentages 
by zone, which were Statistically different, were: Zone I, 75.3%; 
Zone iJ, 51.6%; and Zone Ill, 58.3%. It appears that noise from the 
Highway limited the residents’ use of their backyards and interferred 
with their sleeping. 


Perception of Durisol Barrier 


Two questions measured the residents’ overall attitude to the barrier, 
namely, how satisfied they were with it and how worthwhile they 
considered it to be. Just over half (53.1%) of the respondents were 
quite, very or completely satisfied with the barrier, almost two- 
fifths (37.7%) were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the barrier 
and one-tenth (9. 2%) were quite, very or completely dissatisfied. 

The level of satisfaction with the barrier did not vary significantly 

by zone, sex or age of the respondent. 


The reasons for the expressed level of satisfaction were investigated. 
Although about half (51.2%) of the respondents said the barrier has 
reduced the noise level, over one-quarter (27.3%) stated the noise 
level was not reduced enough. One-fifth (21.7%) of the respondents 
reported the barrier had reduced non-noise. related highway problems. 
However, one-tenth (11.6%) of the respondents were dissatisfied with 
the barrier because of the existence of non-noise highway problems, 
the appearance of the wall itself, the lack of property maintenance, 
and the increase in anti-social behaviour occurring on the residential 
side of the barrier. 


One-third (34.3%) of the respondents reported the barrier had been 
very worthwhile and almost half (45.9%) said it was somewhat 
worthwhile. Overall, one-seventh (14.5%) did not consider the 
barrier worthwhile. More Zone I than II and III respondents con- 
Sidered the barrier as very worthwhile. | 


The majority of the long-term respondents (68.7%) expected the 
barrier to reduce or eliminate noise. Almost two-fifths (38.9%) stated 
that a noise reduction occurred after the erection of the barrier. The 
majority (76. 6%) of the respondents who considered noise a problem 
before the barrier felt it had improved their problems somewhat. 
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The long-term respondents were asked to compare the situation now 
with the situation before the barrier was constructed in terms ofa 
feature being better, unchanged, or worse. ‘The respondents believe 
the effects of the barrier on their neighbourhood have been generally 
positive. Over three-fifths (61.6%) of the respondents said the overall 
situation was better now than before the noise barrier was put up. 
Two-thirds (66.0%) said the amount of traffic noise from the Highway 
was better, that is less, now; half (49.2%) reported less noise in 
some sections of their house; almost half (45.9%) have more visual 
privacy in their yard; over two-fifths (42.2%) less dust and dirt; 

and approximately one-quarter reported the situation concerning 
fumes from the highway traffic (27.5%), vibrations due to traffic (26.0%), 
and salt spray (23.3%) 


The percentage of Zone I residents who reported the situation is better 
is considerably higher than for the whole sample. For example, 
seven out of eight of the Zone I residents believed the overall situation 
is better and only 1% say it is worse as a result of the barrier. 


The respondents were asked if they received any unanticipated benefits 
from the noise barrier. Two-thirds (67.4%) of the long-term residents 
did not receive any unanticipated benefits. One-third of the respondents 
reported unanticipated benefits. The barrier has provided more privacy 
to the residents, especially those in Zone I than they had expected. It 

is interesting to note that 7. 1% of the long-term residents mentioned 
noise as an unanticipated benefit. Most of the other benefits such as 
less dust and dirt, reduced salt spray and wind, etc. were mentioned 

by the Zone I respondents. 


The barrier appears to have caused some problems for some of the 
residents, especially those living in Zone I. One-fifth (21.1%) of the 
long-term residents mentioned a problem. The two major problem 
areas involve the occurrence of anti-social behaviour and the lack of 
property maintenance. 


Improvement To Durisol Barrier 


The respondents were asked to provide suggestions as to how the 
durisol barrier could be improved from both the residential and 
highway sides.. Almost two-thirds (63.3%) of the respondents 
Suggested the government landscape the residential side by planting 
trees and shrubs. One-third (33.8%) believed the colour of the bar- 
rier Should be changed. Those indicating a colour change preferred 
green, followed by brown. One-quarter (25.1%) suggested a higher 
barrier, one-fifth (19. 8%) a thicker barrier, and 16. 4% indicated a 
change in the design of the barrier. 


Half of the respondeuits (50. 8%) suggested landscaping would improve 
the barrier from the highway side and one-quarter (26.0%) indicated 
a colour change. One-third (32.4%) of the respondents did not make 
a suggestion. 
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Perception of Noise Barriers 


One objective of the survey was to determine people's perceptions of 
barriers in general. Therefore, the issue of barrier type was further 
investigated by showing the respondents three different sets of photo- 
graphs to determine their aesthetic, colour, and design preferences. 


The first set of photographs contained pictures of a concrete, wood, 
and steel barrier. The second set of photographs consisted of four 
coloured walls, namely: medium brown, light grey, pacific turquoise, 
and gulf green. The last set had pictures of a horizontal, vertical, 
and fan shape barrier. 


There appears to be a slight preference for the wood barrier in terms 
of overall appearance. Over one-third (35.8%) of the respondents 
chose it as the best liked compared to 30.4% and 28.5% who chose the 
concrete and steel barriers, respectively. However, “in terms of 
effectiveness, over half (55. 6%) of the respondents perceived the 
concrete barrier as the most effective. 


Half (50.3%) of the respondents chose the horizontal barrier as the 
best liked in terms of design. In comparison, one-fifth chose the fan 
shape (22. 2%) and vertical barriers (20.3%) as their first choice in 
design of barriers. 


One-third (33.8%) of the respondents indicated medium brown was the 
best colour for noise barriers. One-fifth of the respondents each 
chose light grey (22.2%); gulf green (21.7%); and pacific turquoise 
(20. 8%) as the best colour. However a greater percentage of the 
respondents (39.1%) chose light grey as least liked for a colour for 
noise barrier as chose green (23. Ths brown (18. 4%) or turquoise 


The respondents were asked what effect the barriers built along various 
Sections of Highway 401 have on the highway and the area around it. 
Approximately twice the percentage of respondents (39.3%) stated 
noise barriers made the Highway less attractive than reported they 
made it more attractive (19.9%). One-third (34.5%) believed barriers 
had no effect on the appearance of the Highway. 


The reasons given refer mainly to either the negative appearance of 
the barriers themselves or the negative effect of the barriers on the 
highway. Over one-quarter (28.5%) of the respondents stated barriers 
Serve a functional purpose or that drivers do not and/or should not pay 
attention to barriers. 
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INTRODUCTION 


A durisol noise barrier was built on the south side of Highway 401 
between the Don Valley Parkway and Victoria Park Avenue in Novem - 
ber 1978. The Ministry of Transportation and Communications 
retained InfoResults Limited to conduct a survey to determine the 
residents’ satisfaction with the barrier approximately one year after 
its completion. The major areas investigated were: residents' satis- 
faction with various features of their neighbourhood; perceptions of 
the noise level before and after installation of the barrier; aesthetic 
reaction to the barrier; and perceived appropriateness and benefits 
of such noise barriers. 


This report consists of four main sections, namely: background, 
research methods, research findings and discussion. ‘The first section 
describes a similar study on the impact of noise barriers in the Ottawa 
and Etobicoke areas and the results of acoustical testing on the durisol 
barrier. The research methods, including the sample Selection, 
questionnaire design, data collection, and data analysis are presented. 


The section on research findings is divided into the following sub-sections: 
sample characteristics; attitude to neighbourhood features; perception 

of noise before barrier; overall perception of durisol barrier; perception 
of situation after barrier installed; level of satisfaction with barrier; 
improvement to durisol barrier; and perception of noise barriers in 
general. Relevant comments from the respondents are included to 
support the findings. The final chapter presents a discussion of the 
issues involved in the construction of noise barriers. 


BACKGROUND 


This survey of the Victoria Park-Don Valley residents is similar to 
a study completed in April 1979 on the impact of the noise barriers 
constructed along Highway 401 in the Borough of Etobicoke and along 
the Queensway in Ottawa. ! Unlike the present study, the Etobicoke- 
Ottawa one used experimental and control samples and surveys 

were conducted in both areas before and after the construction of the 
barriers. 


i F. Schliewinsky and M.J. Adams. Analysis of Noise Barrier 
Impact On Dissatisfaction With Freeway Annoyances. Environics 
Research Group. Conducted for the Ministry of Transportation 
and Communications, April 1979. 
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In both Etobicoke and Ottawa, significant decreases in dissatisfaction 
with several freeway annoyances were found as the result of the con- 
struction of the noise barrier. However, almost half of the Etobicoke 
households were still dissatisfied with the noise levels after the con- 
struction of the barrier compared to only one-fifth of the Ottawa 
households. 


The difference in the effectiveness of the noise barrier in these two 
areas is attributed to the difference in noise levels originating from 
the freeways. Before the construction of the barriers, the noise level 
readings were higher in Etobicoke, 75 dB(A) than in Ottawa, 63 dB(A). 
After the installation of the noise barriers, the noise level readings 
were 69 dB(A) and 57 dB(A) in Etobicoke and Ottawa respectively. 
Therefore, despite the average decrease of 6 dB(A) in both areas after 
construction of the noise barrier, noise levels in Etobicoke remained 
relatively high. See Table 1 for details. 


The Don Valley- Victoria Park area is intermediate in terms of noise 
level in comparison to the Ottawa-Etobicoke areas. In the former 
area, the noise level was estimated as 69 dB(A) for first row homes 
before the construction of the barrier. After the installation of the 

four metre concrete barrier, tests were undertaken for noise reduction. 


The durisol barrier produced a noise loss of 8 dB(A) for first 
row homes behind the Highway and 2 dB(A) for second and third 
row homes. ‘Therefore, the noise level after the installation of the 
barrier is now 61 dB(A), as shown in Table 1. 


Table 1 


Noise Levels Before and After Barriers 
In Three Locations 


Noise Levels 2 
Etobicoke Don Valley- Ottawa 
Victoria Park 


Before Barrier 75 dB{A) 69 dB(A) 63 dB(A) 
After Barrier 69 dB(A) 61 dB(A) 57 dB(A) 


4 Average for first row homes behind the barrier. 


Ls5o9 -Unadjusted for traffic variation, 4 feet above ground. 


Z D.N. May and M.M,. Osman. The Performance of Sound Absorp- 
tive, Retlective,.and T-Profile Noise Barriers in ‘Toronto. 
Ministry of Transportation and Communications. September 1979. 
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RESEARCH METHODS 


Sample 


A listing of addresses of all households in the study area was pre- 
pared using aerial photos and on-site visits. The area was divided 
into three zones on the basis of the distance of the households from 

the noise barrier. Sée Figure 1 for details. The first group (Zone I) 
consisted of all households whose property is adjacent to eee ey 401 
or approximately less than 90 metres from the noise barrier. e Zone [I 
respondents consisted of those homes facing the Zone I homes or those 
residences from 90 to 160 metres from the noise barrier. In most 
cases, these Zone II dwellings had one dwelling unit between them and 
the Highway. Exceptions occurred at the bend of the streets which are 
crescent-shaped where a Zone II dwelling may have two or more 
dwellings between it and the Highway. The third zone consisted of 
those homes with two or more dwellings between them and the Highway 
or approximately 160 to 230 metres from the barrier. 


The households at the western and eastern extremities of the area, that 
is, where the 401 intersects with the Don Valley Parkway and Victoria 
Park Avenue were excluded from the study. This was done to eliminate 
the confounding effect of the noise from traffic emanating from these 
two north-south streets. These households were used to pretest the 
questionnaire. 


The study area, previously defined, contained 280 households. All the 
houses in the sample were semi-detached dwellings except for 13 
single family homes located in Zone III. It should be noted that the 
sampling frame includes all homes in the area. An attempt was made 
to interview a representative from each of the homes in Zone I plus 

a sample of persons in Zones II and III large enough to provide the 
sampling quota of 200 completed interviews. In effect, we attempted 
to conduct a census of all 280 homes but gave priority in call backs 

to. Zone |: 


Questionnaire 


The questionnaire was pretested on two occasions with 20 residents 
whose houses were adjacent to Highway 401. The first pretest was 
with residents living near the intersection of 401 and Victoria Park 
‘ Avenue, the Second with those near the intersection of 401 and the 
Don Valley Parkway. 


The questionnaire was structured so that the first few questions 
would not disclose to the respondents that the primary focus of the 
survey was about the noise barrier. Before answering a Series of 
questions about the barrier, the respondents were asked how satis- 
fied they were with several features of their neighbourhood. 
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The questionnaire also investigated the situation before the barrier 
was installed by asking the respondents if noise from the Highway 

had been a problem, what they expected from the barrier, resulting 
problems, and unanticipated benefits received. These ‘before’ 
questions were included since data were not available to describe the 
Situation prior to theinstallation of the noise barrier. It should be 
noted that those residents who moved into the area after the installation 
of the noise barrier were not asked these particular questions. 


The residents’ perception of the durisol barrier as a physical artifact 
was determined by asking the respondents to suggest ways the barrier 
could be improved in terms of colour, landscaping, and design from 
both a residential and highway view. The respondents' overall level 
of satisfaction with the barrier and how worthwhile it had been were 
ascertained. 


One objective of the survey was to determine people's perceptions of 
barriers in general. The respondents were shown three different sets 
of photographs to determine aesthetic, colour and design preferences. 
The aesthetic impact of barriers which have been built along the Highway 
401 in Toronto was also explored. 


For a copy of the questionnaire, see Appendix I. 


Data Collection 


The survey was conducted from November 23 to December 11, 1979 
by four experienced interviewers. A letter was mailed to the 280 
households in the study area to inform the occupants that a study of 
their attitudes to their neighbourhood was going to be conducted by 
a research firm for the Government of Ontario. 


Up to four call backs were made to each household as needed to 
achieve the total quota of 200 interviews. When making call backs, 
priority was given to households in Zone I. One resident, 18 years 
of age or older was interviewed per household. An attempt was 
made to get an equal proportion of male and female respondents. 


Approximately 10% of the interviews were verified by means of a 
telephone survey to ensure their authenticity and to compare the 
answers to a small number of questions. 


Data Analysis 


The questionnaires were edited, coded, keypunched, and verified 

onto cards. The data were analyzed by zone (proximity to the highway), 
by sex of the respondent, and by length of residence. Selected questions 
were analyzed by the age group of the respondent, whether the res- 
pondent considered noise a problem before the installation of the 

durisol barrier and by how satisfied the respondents were with the 
barrier. 
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RESEARCH FINDINGS 


Sample Characteristics 


A total of 207 residents, representing 73.9% of the households in the 
study area, were interviewed. ‘Three respondents in Zone III who 
claimed to be unaware of the durisol barrier were not interviewed. 
On a zone basis, the completion rate was: Zone I, 83.7%; Zone Il, 
72. 3%,; and Zone Ill, 64.2%. Almost: two-fifths (39. 6%). of. the. total 
sample lived in Zone I, 35.3% in Zone II, and 25. 1% in Zone III. 


Slightly more females (51.7%) than males (48.3%) were interviewed. 
In Zone I, more males (52.4%) than females (47. 6%) were surveyed 
but in Zones II and III, the opposite occurred. These sex differences 
by zone were not statistically different. 


The respondents were classified into the following age groups: 18-24 
years, 13.6%; 25-34 years, 23.3%; 35-44 years, 22.8%; 45-54 years, 
30.1%; 55-64 years, 6.3%; and 65 years and older, 3.9%. No statis- 
tical differences were found among the six age groups by zone or by 
Bex of the respondent. 


The area appears to be very stable in terms of mobility since over 

half the respondents (55.1%) have lived in their house for 10 or more 
years and almost one-third (29.0%) moved into their house between 
1970 and 1977. Almost one-sixth of the sample or 33 residents pur- 
chased their house during 1978 and 1979. Twenty-two residents,(10. 6%) 
of the total sample, who moved into their house after the barrier was 
installed (after September 1978) are referred to in this report as 
short-term as opposed to long-term residents. No significant 
difference was found among the zones by length of residence. However, 
more short-term (36. 4%) than long-term (21.7%) residents are from 

25 - 34 years of age. ‘This indicates the more recent arrivals tend 

to be younger than the long-term residents. 


The majority of the respondents own their home rather than rent, 
93.2% vs. 6.8% respectively. No statistical difference was found in 
Ownership among zones. 


Attitude To Neighbourhood 


Dissatisfaction To Specific Features 


In order to obtain the respondents’ overall assessment of their 
residential area, they were asked to rate eleven neighbourhood 
features in terms of their degree of satisfaction. This was done 
before the residents were asked questions concerning the durisol 
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barrier. The 8-point scale ranged from complete satisfaction to 
complete dissatisfaction. For analysis purposes, the scale was 
collapsed into three groups as follows: 


Satisfied- The percentage of respondents who were either completely, 
very or quite satisfied. 


Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied- The percentage of respondents who 
were either Somewhat satisfied or somewhat dissatisfied or did not 
state an opinion. 


Dissatisfied- The percentage of respondents who were either completely, 
very or quite dissatisfied. 


The neighbourhood features investigated are listed in question 4 of 

the questionnaire in Appendix I and in Table 2. All of these features, 
except for noise from airplanes, are related to noise or other problems 
created by Highway 401. As shown in Table 2, two-fifths (41.5%) of 
the respondents were dissatisfied with the amount of noise from the 
Highway when using their yard or balcony. It should be noted that 
20.3% of the respondents answered "completely dissatisfied". 


ables 
Dissatisfaction With Neighbourhood Features 
By Zone! 
Zone 
Neighbourhood Features I Il III Total 
Percentage 
Highway noise in general 24.4 24.6 20.0 24.7 
Highway noise-talking in house 8.6 ZS (ae 4.8 
Highway noise-reading or 
relaxing in house 0 ae 1.9 2.9 
Highway noise-sleeping 34.2 Ja) Oe 30.9 30.5 
Highway noise-outside 45.1 doe 44.2 alee 
Visual privacy from traffic 8.9 1.4 Le 4, 4* 
Vibrations on windows /dishes 20.7 236 Abele) Res 
Fumes from highway traffic PASS 9,6 15.4 IRS 
Salt spray from highwaytraffic 24.4 16.5 15.3 Ve Pies has 
Dust & dirt on yard /balcony ys PAS, Vi he oh AG bs 
Noise from airplanes ia G9 50 hee 
Number of Respondents 82 is og 207 
1 


Respondents who are completely, very or quite dissatisfied. 

* Significant differences by zone, p < .05, All significant 
differences reported were tested by means of chi squares using 
the .05 level. 
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Approximately the Same percentage were dissatisfied with the amount 
of noise when they are sleeping (30.5%) as with the amount of dust and 
dirt that settles on their yard or balcony (29.0%). However, 14.5% 
were "completely dissatisfied"’ with the former feature compared to 
9.7% with the latter one. 


Almost one-quarter (24.7%) of the residents were dissatisfied with the 
amount of noise from the Highway but only a few felt the highway noise 
interferred when they wereindoors talking, reading or relaxing. 
More respondents were concerned about the non-noise problems 

such as fumes and salt spray or residue. Almost one-fifth were 
dissatisfied with the amount of fumes (18.9%) and salt spray (19.3%). 


One-tenth (9.7%) of the respondents were dissatisfied with the amount 
of vibrations on their windows or dishes caused by traffic on Highway 
401. The amount of visual privacy the residents have from traffic on 
the Highway does not appear to be a concern among the residents as 
only 4.4% were dissatisfied. Approximately the same percentage 
(5.3%) were dissatisfied with noise from airplanes. 


The percentage of respondents dissatisfied by zone is also shown in 
Table 2. While the five features related to noise were not Significantly 
different by zone, the non-noise highway problems were. A greater 
percentage of Zone | than II or III respondents were dissatisfied with 
the amount of dust and dirt, fumes, salt spray, vibrations, and visual 
privacy from the Highway. Zone II and HI households are probably 

far enough from the Highway that dust, dirt, fumes, salt spray and 
vibrations do not create problems for them. 


The percentages cited above indicate the residents who were 
dissatisifed with their neighbourhood features. Table 1, Appendix II 
presents the percentages of respondents for each zone who were 
satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied and dissatisfied. For all 
the highway-related features, except visual privacy, from one-quarter 
to one-third of the respondents were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. 
Six out of Seven respondents were satisfied with the amount of visual 
privacy from traffic on the Highway. 


The residents’ dissatisfaction with features of their neighbourhood 
was analyzed by the sex of the respondent and length of residence. 

No significant differences were found by sex, but a significantly higher 
percentage of long-term (32. 4%) than short-term (13.6%) were dis- 
satisfied with the amount of noise when sleeping. 
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Moving From Neighbourhood 


Another indication of the residents’ attitude to their neighbourhood 
was whether or not they had considered moving from the area. As 
previously stated, the neighbourhood appears to be stable with over 
half of the residents living in their house since before 1970. However, 
almost one-third (31.9%) of all the respondents had thought about 
moving from the area. The reasons given by these 66 respondents 
were as follows: inadequate house size or style, 34.9%; personal or 
job-related, 22.7%; noise from the highway, 22.7%; and location not 
suitable, 19.7%. ‘Twelve of the fifteen respondents who thought about 
moving because of noise from the Highway lived in Zone I and the 
remainder, in Zone II. 


When the respondents who mentioned the Highway as a reason for 
moving were asked why they had not moved, three respondents in 
Zone I (1.5% of the total sample) mentioned the barrier had reduced 
the noise level. One respondent who moved into her house in 1967 
stated: '"They built a wall now so it's much better. We also wanted 

to finish paying the house first, then, we heard the wall was going up". 


Perception of Noise Before Barrier 


The residents were asked a series of questions to determine their 
perception of the noise from the Highway before the barrier was 
erected and their expectations as to the effect of the barrier. The 
twenty-two respondents (10. 6% of the total sample) who moved into 
their house after the barrier was installed were not asked these 
questions. The percentages are therefore based on 185 long-term 
respondents. 


Expectations 


As shown in Table 3, over two-thirds (68.7%) of the long-term 
respondents expected the barrier would reduce noise to a certain 
extent, eliminate it completely or make a substantial difference. 
Other positive expectations were: reducing the amount of dust and dirt 
both inside and outside the house, 5.4%; improving the amount of 
privacy from seeing the traffic on the Highway or from the travellers 
on the Highway seeking assistance, 3.8%; and reducing other highway- 
related non-noise problems such as fumes, salt spray, and snow 
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Only 2.2% of the long-term respondents expected negative results 
such as a jail-like appearance, an increase in noise level, and 
vandalism. It is interesting to note that over one-quarter (28.7%) 
of the long-term respondents had never considered potential effects 
or believed the barrier would not benefit them. 


‘Tables 


Expectations From Durisol Barrier 


Expectations Long-term Resp. 


Zo 


Reduce noise level oe 
Eliminate noise completely 1D. / 
Reduce amount of dust and dirt o.4 
Improve visual privacy 3.8 
Other positive results i.e. reduce 

fumes, increase property value Oo. 
Negative expectations 212 
No expectations /will not benefit 28.7 


Rie 
Number of Respondents 185 


a4 Percentage exceeds 100% because up to 2 responses were allowed. 


Consider Noise A Problem 


Just under two-thirds (62.7%) of the long-term residents considered 
noise a problem before the barrier was installed. The difference by 
zone was Statistically different. The percentages were as follows: 
Zoned. 72.07); Zone ll, 51,67; and Zone dll) 53.57... These per- 
centages are based on 73, 64, and 48 residents in each zone respec- 
tively. | 


The 116 residents who considered noise a problem described how the 
noise bothered them. ‘The types of problems caused by the Highway 
are listed in Table 4. It appears that noise from the Highway bothered 
the residents both outside and inside their homes. Just over three- 
quarters (77. 2%) of these respondents mentioned the noise outside as 

a problem and a 8% mentioned the noise affected them while inside. 
Although not statistically different, more Zone I respondents complained 
about the noise limiting use of their backyards and more Zone II and III 
residents complained about the noise level inside the house. It should 
be noted that some respondents made particular mention of the noise 
being worse in the summer during rush hour on certain evenings and 
when trucks shift their gears. 
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Table 4 


Types of Problems Caused By Noise 


Types of Problem % 
Very noisy outside 47.4 
Noise outside limited use of backyard ZO 
Noise affected sleeping 43.0 
Noisy inside house "Ain Re: 
Beyer discomforts OFT 
Other non-noise highway problems Ve 
164.0 * 
Number of Respondents 114? 


4 Percentage exceeds 100% because up to 2 responses were allowed. 
D Two respondents did not describe the type of problems. 


Almost one-third (29. 8%) of the respondents who considered noise 

a problem made a comment suggesting they could not use their front 
or backyards because the noise was unbearable or a normal conver- 
sation could not be conducted. As one Zone II respondent stated: 
"Summer weekends we stayed in rather than out. We built our life- 
style around the noise from the highway”. ‘Two-fifths (43.0%) of the 
respondents complained that the Highway noise disturbed their sleeping. 
One Zone I respondent stated: "I had to be exhausted to fall asleep in 
the summertime”. Those respondents with bedrooms facing the High- 
way specifically mentioned this problem. The respondents who found 
it generally noisy in their houses stated they had to keep their windows 
closed or else they would be unable to read, watch television or hear 
the phone ring. 


A small percentage (6.1%) claimed physical discomfort from the noise 
such as dizziness, headaches, wearing on nerves, etc. Although 

the question referred to the effects of noise, 7.9% of the respondents 
mentioned non-noise highway problems such as film on windows, 
vibrations, and no privacy. 


When asked if the noise barrier eliminated the above types of problems, 
three-quarters (76. 6%) of the respondents who considered noise a 
problem felt the situation had been improved somewhat, 21.7% still 

had the problems, and 1.7% no longer had the problem. 
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Overall Perception of Durisol Barrier 


Two questions were used to measure the residents’ overall attitude 
to the durisol barrier, namely, how satisfied they were with it, and 
how worthwhile they considered it to be. 


Satisfaction With Barrier 


Just over half (53.1%) of the respondents were quite, very or com- 
pletely satisfied with the barrier, 37.7% were neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied or had no opinion and 9.2% were quite, very or completely 
dissatisfied with the barrier. The percentages for the two extreme 
positions on the attitude scale, completely satisfied and completely 
dissatisfied were 9.7% and 5.3% respectively. The residents’ level 

of dissatisfaction with the barrier did not vary significantly by zone, 
Sex or age of the respondent. 


How Worthwhile 


The second measure of the respondents’ overall assessment of the 
barrier identified how worthwhile the barrier had been. The percentage 
of respondents who believed the barrier had been very worthwhile, 
somewhat worthwhile and not worthwhile were: 34.3%, 45.9%, and 
14.5%. As shown in Table 5, more Zone [| than II or III respondents 
considered the barrier ''very worthwhile”. 


Approximately the same percentage of respondents in all three zones 
considered the barrier somewhat worthwhile. The residents may have 
considered both personal and community or neighbourhood benefits 

in responding to this question. 


Table 5 


Percentage of Residents Who Consider The 
Barrier Worthwhile By Zone 


Zone 
I II Ill Total 
Percentage 

oe i ean tetas sd Sealand Rae nace Aine sabia ecebetai Nic i iat ce Mivtannton 
Very worthwhile 42.7 80ud 2609 34.3 
Somewhat worthwhile 47.6 46.6 42.4 45.9 
Not worthwhile Fives: 1Lo2 19.2 14.5 
No opinion 2.4 4.] bkS o.3 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 
Number of Respondents 82 73 52 207 


a Significant differences by zone, p < .05 
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0.001 ().00) 9.00i-" 0.001 


As might be expected, a significantly higher percentage of respondents 
who were Satisfied with the noise barrier as compared to those dis- 
Satisfied also considered it as "very worthwhile". The percentages 

of residents who were satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 

and dissatisfied with the barrier who believed the barrier was "very 
worthwhile” were: 54.5%; 14.1%; and none respectively. The 

finding that more short-term (59.1%) than long-term residents (31. 4%) 
considered the barrier "very worthwhile" is difficult to interpret. 


Perception of Situation After Barrier Installed 


Several questions investigated the situation after the barrier was 
installed. 


Expectations 


As stated in a previous Section, 68.7% of the long-term respondents 
expected the barrier to reduce or eliminate noise. Almost two-fifths 
(38.9%) of the long-term respondents stated that a noise reduction 
occurred. The noise was either eliminated or reduced to such an 
extent that it was considered to be an improvement. One-quarter 
(24.3%) of the long-term residents reported their expectations were 
not met because the noise level was not reduced or it was not reduced 
as much as they anticipated. 


Unanticipated Benefits 


The respondents were asked if they received any unexpected benefits 
from the noise barrier. As shown in Table 6, two-thirds (67.4%) of 
the long-term residents did not receive any unanticipated benefits. 
One-third of the respondents reported unanticipated benefits. The 
barrier has provided more privacy to the residents, especially those 
in Zone I. The wall has physically blocked out the view of the traffic, 
the glare of the lights, and prevented distressed travellers from 
disturbing the residents. As one resident stated: 'We can Stay in 
our backyard without everyone looking at us". 


It is interesting to note that 7.1% of the long-term residents mentioned 
noise as an unanticipated benefit. These respondents apparently did 
not expect any noise reduction before the barrier was installed. One 
respondent stated: "I relax more now. It has cut down noise for us". 


Most of the other benefits such as less dust and dirt, reduced salt 
Spray and wind etc. were mentioned by the Zone I respondents. A 

few respondents stated their windows did not need cleaning as often and 
the trees are growing due to less salt. The reduced amount of wind 
has prevented garbage from blowing in their yards, and changed the 
drift pattern of the snow. Only a few (2. 8%) of the Zone I respondents 
mentioned they enjoy seeing the squirrels and birds which increased in 
numbers after the barrier was installed. 
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some other benefits mentioned by just under 10% of the Zone I res- 
pondents were: an increase in property value, élimination of racoons, 
an increased feeling of safety for their children while playing in their 
backyard and from cars running off the highway. One respondent 


commented: "I feel safer if there's an accident. The wall may stop 
the impact”, 


ihable 6 


Unanticipated Benefits Received From 
The Barrier By Zone 


Oe 
Unanticipated Benefits I II Ill Total 
Percentage 

No unanticipated benefits 40.3 O220 87.4 67.4 
Visual privacy ie. Wc9, Dork ho 2 
Reduce noise from highway ae) iG 6.3 eel 
Less dust aad dirt On aed are 4.9 
Reduce salt spray 6.9 ~ 5 peat 
Reduce wind 8.3 - = <a he: 
More squirrels aud birds 205 ‘ . ee! 
Reduce fumes 1.4 - . 0.5 
Other benefits oe, bed - 4.4 
Total 116.6" 100.0 100.0 106.62 
Number of Respondents /2 64 48 184 
a 


Percentage for Zone I and total sample exceeds 100% because 
12 Zone I residents gave a second response to this question. 


beeeareniticant. differences by zone; ‘p <.05 


Problems Caused By Barrier 


The barrier appears to have caused problems for some of the residents. 
The percentage of respondents who stated the barrier caused a pro- 
blem were by zone: 42.5%; 7.8%; and 6.3%, respectively. One-fifth 
(21.1%) of the long-term residents mentioned a problem. The types 

of problems are listed in Table 7. The percentages should be treated 
with caution as the numbers are quite small. 


The two major problem areas involve the occurrence of anti-social 
behaviour and the lack of property maintenance. According to the 
residents in Zone I, young people aie and do mischievous things on 
the government land on the residential! side of the barrier. This res- 
pondents stated the wall provides too much privacy since the offenders 
cannot be seen from the highway. Some cases of malicious damage 
were reported. Comments exemplifying this type of problem include: 
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“Vandalism. I have heard that boys climb over the wall 
into the backyards". 


"Vandalism. Broke my child's swing set”. 


“Too much privacy. For example, people feel more 
comfortable climbing back fences and coming into 
yard. Noone to see them. Kids use space between 
fence and barrier to smoke pot". 


"Things in my yard were damaged. It has a 3 feet gap at 
bottom and my dog got out and chewed up another dog and 
cost me $200". 


Table 7 
Types of Problems Caused By Noise Barrier 
By Zone 
Zone 
Type of Problems I II Ill Total 
Percentage 
Anti-Social behaviour 30mO - - Pha 2 
Lack of maintenance Dee - . 25.6 
Negative feeling 19.4 20.0 33.4 20E5 
Property problems 22.0 = ; 18.0 
Increase noise level o.2 80.0 GIO, 15.4 
Miscellaneous problems O20 = Jor ied 
Total 119 -5it< GLOOS Oval HOGa Cuma ats 4° 
Number of Respondeuts 31 5 3 oY 


= The perceatage for Zone I and the total sample exceeds 100% 
because Zone I respondents gave a second response. 


According to some adjacent property owners, the strip of govern- 
ment land is not properly maintained. The residents complained of 
garbage, weeds, and uncut grass. Statements such as " it's dirty 
between the fence and the barrier" and "don't cut grass-full of weeds 
which blow into our yard" were made. At the end of the questionnaire, 
additional comments were made about the lack of maintenance. The 
following are quotations from Zone I respondents. 


"Would like Department of Road to tend to the barrier on the 
house side and don't just forget it because it's hidden from 


the 401". 
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"Please see if anything can be done to get better maintenance 
of strip from sound barrier to your property line”. 


"The big problem is the area between the fence and barrier. 
It is not taken care of". 


mou improve care of weeds and such. Don't cut till very 
igh". 


One-fifth (22.6%) of the Zone I respondents complained the installa- 
tion of the barrier caused such problems as: an increase in the number 
of squirrels, drainage runoff, and problems during the construction of 
the barrier. As one resident who has lived in her house since 1962 
said: "Wild animals have burrowed into our yard this year which we 
never had before, Also squirrels are nesting". Another resident of 

18 years stated: "It could have been sloped better for drainage- run- 
off goes into the backyard". One female resident was not very happy 
"when they dug a hole and filling it in, they took dirt from our garden!". 


One-fifth (19. 4%) of the Zone I respondents also stated they did not 
like the wall itself or preferred to see the traffic rather than the wall. 
Terms such as jail-like, like a concentration camp were used to 
describe the wall and the feeling of confinement it creates. 


Six respondents believed the noise level has increased since the 
installation of the barrier due to a rebounding effect. One male Zone 

I respondent who has lived in the area since 1967 felt the noise barrier 
"has caused westbound traffic sound to rebound into backyard". The 
following are comments of Zone II respondents, 


"It's noisier now then ever. It ricochets more to us’ then 
ever before". 


"Has had tunnelling effect of noise on upstair bedrooms and 
they are now more noisy". 


"Worse with the barrier, noise goes up and comes over now". 


Features Improved By Barrier 


The long-term respondents were asked to compare the situation now 
with the situation before the barrier was installed in terms of a feature 
being much or slightly better, unchanged, or much or slightly worse. 
For purposes of analysis, the percentages of respondents who answered 
better, unchanged, and worse are presented in Table 8. 
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Changes Barrier Made By Zone 


Table 8 


Situation 


Overall Situation 
Better 
No difference 
Worse 


Traffic Noise From 401 
Better 
No difference 
Worse 


Noise In Some Sections of House 
Better 
No difference 
Worse 


Visual Privacy In Yard From 401 
Better 
No difference 
Worse 


Dust and Dirt Settling On Yard 
Better 
No difference 
Worse 


Fumes From Traffic On 401 
Better 
No difference 
Worse 


Vibrations On windows /dishes 
From Traffic On 401 

Better 

No difference 

Worse 


Salt Spray From the 401 
Better 
No difference 
Worse 


Use Back or Front Yard 
More 
Same 
Less 


No. of respondents 
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* Significant differences between zones, p ¢.95 


4 Percentage answering "can't say" are not reported". 
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In general, over three-fifths (61.6%) of the long-term respondents 
felt the overall situation was better now, one-third (34. 6%) saw no 
difference, and 2.7% believed the overall situation was worse. The 
specific features investigated and the percentage of respondents who 
believed the situation was better were: traffic noise from the Highway, 
66.0%; amount of noise in some sections of the residence, 49.2%; 
visual privacy from the Highway, 45.9%; amount of dust and dirt 
settling on yard, 42.2%; amount of fumes emanating from the Highway 
traffic, 27.5%; amount of vibrations on windows and /or dishes from 
coca traffic, 26.0%; and the amount of salt spray from Highway, 
Poy. 


For all these problems, except vibrations, a significantly higher 
percentage of Zone I respondents than Zone II and III believed the 
problem less severe now than before the barrier was constructed. 
For example, the percentage of respondents by zone who believed 
the amount of noise from Highway 401 was less were: Zone I, 90. 4%, 
Zone II, 56.2%, and Zone Il, 41.7%. Eight of the nine respondents 
who claimed noise was worse lived in Zones II and III. 


Generally the percentage of respondents who could not draw a com- 
parison was under 10%. However, one-fifth of the respondents could 
not comment on the salt spray issue. A few respondents claimed their 
section of the noise barrier was not completed until Spring 1979 so 

they have not experienced a winter during which the barrier has been 
completely installed. However, the barrier was completed in November 
1978. 


As stated earlier, a substantial percentage of respondents complained 
about the traffic noise interferring with the use of their front or back 
yards. Twenty-nine respondents,representing 15. 8% of the long-term 
residents, believe they have spent more time outside since the barrier 
has been installed. As shown in Table 8, this trend is particularly 
evident for Zone I respondents. 


The most frequent reason given for greater use of yards involved 
Highway noise reduction. Comments included: 


"Before it (backyard) was useless, if you were in the 
yard, you'd go crazy. Now it's quieter". 


"Less noisy, more private, yard is cleaner”. 


"Able to barbecue more because less dirt and 
more privacy. Now considering putting in a pool”. 


Only two Zone I respondents use their yard less as a direct result of 
the barrier, one because the respondent "can't stand looking at the 
wall" and the other because it "looks awful now with the dirt and 


weeds between the fence”. 
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The issue of how the situation changed since the barrier was constructed 


lane ese by probing for any other changes. Positive comments 
include: 


"Lights at night in the bedroom are gone". 


"Used to be a terrible wind and is completely 
Stopped now", 


"We are for it, a good thing, even for the sale of 
the house". 


Negative remarks included: 


es noticed any difference. Looks like Berlin 
a Pies 


"Great expense to tax payers with no benefits", 
"Can't leave windows on back of house open", 


"All depends on wind factor whether we get more 
noise or not". 


"Don't cut grass and weeds. Very large patch not 
tended. Don't water sod". 


"Sod will slide down hill or be dead in the Spring", 


"The steady hum is as bad as noise". (Apparently 
after the barrier was installed the noise changed 
to a hum). 


Level of Satisfaction With Barrier 


Overall Satisfaction 


As described in an earlier section of this report, just over half (53. 1%) 
of the respondents were quite, very or completely satisfied with the 
barrier, 37.7% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied or did not State 
an opinion, and 9.2% were quite, very or completely dissatisfied with 
the barrier. 


Additional analysis of the responses found that respondents in Zone I 
who stated noise was a problem before the barrier was installed were 
more satisfied with the barrier than those who did not feel noise was 
a problem. The opposite finding occurred among Zone II respondents. 
The residents in Zone II who did not consider noise a problem before 
the barrier was installed were more satisfied. No significant differ- 
ence existed among Zone III respondents for this analysis. See Table 
9 for details. 
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Table 9 


Perception of Noise Before Barrier 
By Attitude To Barrier By Zone 


TSS STS SSS a a ee 


Perception of Noise Before 


Attitude To Zone 1 ® Zone II b Zone Ii] 
Barrier Noise Not Noise Not Noise Not 
Problem Problem Problem Problem Problem Problem 
Percentage 

Satisifed elena 38.9 45.5 71.0 42.9 50.0 
Neither satisfied 

nor dissatisfied 38.2 oD ha 45.4 2200 42.8 45.0 
Dissatisfied oO 21.6 9.1 Or 14.3 on) 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Number of 
Respondents DO 18 oo on 28 20 


a Significant at .021 
b Significant at .013 


Reasons Given 


The reasons given for the expressed level of satisfaction are shown in 
Table 10. Since up to two comments could be given, the percentages 
are based on the number of respondents rather than responses and thus 
exceed 100%. 


Approximately half (51.2%) of the respondents said that the barrier 
has reduced the noise level. Some residents find it more relaxing, 
can sleep better or use their yard more often. As might be expected, 
only those residents who were either satisfied or neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied with the barrier gave this reason. 


However, over one-quarter (27.3%) of the respondents felt the noise 
level was not reduced enough or they had not seen any improvement 
at all or in fact, felt the noise level had increased. Only three people 
who stated they were satisfied with the barrier felt it had not reduced 


noise enough. 
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Table 10 


Reason For Level of Satisfaction 
With Noise Barrier 


Reasons J, 
Reduced noise MR 
Noise level not reduced enough 14.5 
Noise level not reduced at all D1 oe 
Noise level increased ek 
Improved visual privacy S.2 
Improved dust, salt, fumes, etc. 13.9 
Did not improve non-noise problems 

of dust, salt, fumes, etc. 3.4 
Dislike appearance of barrier 2.8 
Created problems: anti-social behaviour 

and lack of property maintenance 2.4 
Don't know er ee 
Total 124.8? 
Number of Respondents 207 


4 The percentage exceeds 100% because up to two reasons could be cited. 
Twenty-six respondents did not state a reason or express how satisfied 
they were with the barrier. 


Apart from noise reduction, one-fifth (21.7%) of the respondents 

felt the barrier had reduced problems such as a lack of privacy from 
traffic, dust and dirt, fumes, and salt spray. No one who was dis- 
satisfied with the barrier mentioned any improvements in non-nojse 
problems. About one-tenth (11.6%) of the respondents were dissa- 
tisfied with the barrier because of: the existence of non-noise high- 
way problems; the unattractive appearance of the barrier itself; the 
lack of maintenance of the property surrounding the barrier; and 

an increase in anti-social behaviour occurring on the residential side 
of the barrier. 


Negative remarks included: 
"They've wasted their money. The noise level has 
been reduced so little. Why didn't they put it closer 
to the 401". 


"They said it would improve sound and it hasn't done 
it at all and it's very unappealing to the eye". 


"It's ugly and not maintained". 


"Makes you nervous to go into backyard at night- 
has promoted vandalism". 


"Appearance O.K. We still get noise, a very poor 
job. Just put it up for sake of putting something up. 
No thought to it". 
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There was no significant difference found between zones regarding the 
level of satisfaction with the barrier, but the reasons given varied 

by zone. More respondents in Zone I felt the barrier improved 
visual privacy and had reduced other non-noise problems and more 
respondents in Zones II and III felt the barrier was not effective in 
reducing noise. 


Attitude To Neighbourhood By Satisfaction With Barrier 


The residents’ satisfaction to specific neighbourhood features was 
analyzed by dissatisfaction with the durisol barrier. The eleven 
features, previously described in this report, were: the highway 
noise in general; noise when talking; noise when reading and relaxing; 
noise while sleeping; noise outside; the amount of privacy; vibrations; 
fumes; salt spray; dust and dirt from the highway; and amount of noise 
from airplanes. 


Dissatisfaction with the durisol barrier was found to be directly 
related to dissatisfaction to four out of the eleven neighbourhood 
features. ‘These were: amount of highway noise in general, noise 
when sleeping and using the yard and the amount of dust and dirt that 
settles in yard from the highway. 


As shown in Table 11, approximately 53% of the nineteen respondents, 
who were dissatisfied with the barrier were also dissatisfied with 
noise in general and when sleeping. In contrast, one-fifth (21.1%) 

of the respondents who were dissatisfied with the barrier were satis- 
fied with the highway noise in general and noise when sleeping. 


Over two-thirds (68. 4%) were dissatisfied with noise when outside. 
The direct relationship does not exist for the non-noise problems, 
except for dust and dirt. Almost 60% of the respondents who were 
dissatisfied with the barrier were dissatisfied with the amount of 
dust and dirt that settle in their yards. This compares to one-tenth 
(10.5%) who were dissatisfied with the barrier but satisfied with the 
amount of dust and dirt. 
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Table 11 


Level of Satisfaction With Neighbourhood 
Features By Level of Satisfaction With 
Durisol Barrier 


AtHItuUdSsc lo Sa-Lniest 


Attitude To Neighbourhood Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied 
Satisfied /Dissatisfied 
Percentage 
Highway noise in general 
Satisfied 47.2 25.6 24.2 * 
Neither satisfied /dissatisfied 36. 4 44,9 20.2 
Dissatisfied 16.4 OAs be 22,0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 19 
Highway noise-talking in house 
Satisfied 1S ae: 62.8 ANE Ts 
Neither satisfied /dissatisfied 19.0 Se 26.4 
Dissatisfied 1.8 O69 2003 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 19 
Highway noise-reading /relaxing 
Satisfied Ja. 2 ar | 47,4 * 
Neither satisfied Missatisfied 20.9 41.0 31.6 
Dissatisfied eye, bes: yf Ke 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 19 
Highway noise-sleeping 
Pe tsticd 44.5 colon 21.0 * 
Neither satisfiedMissatisfied 33.6 LOR 2050 
Dissatisfied Zee Be oF Pa | 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 19 
Highway noise-outside 
Satisfied 39.92 14.1 10.5 
Neither satisfieddissatisfied 32.7 Sey. 5A pee | 
Dissatisfied S Yih 48.7 68. 4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 19 
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Table 11 Continued 


Attitude LO. barricr 


Attitude To Neighbourhood Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied 
Satisfied /Dissatisfied 
Percentage 


Visual privacy from traffic 


Satisfied 88.2 Ova sy has 
Neither satisfiedMissatisfied 7.3 Hey SiO 
Dissatisfied 45 2-0 10.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 12 
Vibrations on windows /dishes 
Satisfied 65.4 62.8 47.4 
Neither satisfieddissatisfied 26. 4 FA OS) Pa aes 
Dissatisfied Sure pies Z20u0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Pendants 110 78 be) 
Fumes from highway traffic 
Satisfied Doan 42.3 36. 8 
Neither satisfied/dissatisfied 29.1 Ore OL. 0 
Dissatisfied 15.4 2050 ol. 6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 iv 
Salt spray from highway traffic 
Satisfied ols0 42 3 3078 
Neither satisfied/dissatisfied 30.0 38 5 42.1 
Dissatisfied 170 Lore Zbl 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents iD 78 ee 
Dust and dirt on yard /balcony 
Satisfied 48.0 2059 OS is 
Neither satisfied/dissatisfied 29.1 39.8 S16 
Dissatisfied 20.57 oe Ars) O759 
Total 100.0 100.0 100. 0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 19 
Noise from airplanes 
Satisfied LD. 2 69.2 doe D 
Neither satisfied/dissatisfied 18.2 7 Aa vi ne | 
Dissatisfied 3.0 rey i ae 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 110 78 19 


* Significant differences by zone, p<.05 
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Improvement To Durisol Barrier 


The oe were asked to provide suggestions as to how the 
durisol barrier could be improved from both the residential and 
highway sides. The question format was different for these two 
questions. The question used to determine reactions to the residential 
side of the barrier was closed-ended. The respondents were asked if 
they would: change the colour; the height; the thickness; the design; or 
do some landscaping. The question format for the highway view was 
open-ended. See questions 16 and 19 in the questionnaire, Appendix I. 
It should be noted that prior to these questions, the respondents had 
seen photographs of various colours and designs for noise barriers. 


Residential View 


The percentage of respondents by zone indicating a change is needed 
to improve the barrier on the residential side is shown in Table 12. 
The percentages by zone are significantly different but the differences 
may be due to the higher percentage of "don't know" answers from 
Zone II and I{I respondents, 


Table |Z 


Suggestions For Improving Barrier From Residential 
View By Zone 


Zone 
Suggestion I II III Total 
% indicating change needed 
Landscaping 74.4 60)...3 50.0 Cao 
Colour 90.0 27.4 Vac Sis eae 
Higher 28.0 20 23k 25:1 
Thicker 28.0 Pout! La 195s 
Design Zone 16.4 ow8 16.4 
No. of respondents 82 73 D2 207 


* Significant differences by zone, p €.05 


Almost two-thirds (63.3%) of the respondents suggested the govern- 
ment landscape the area; one-quarter a 6%) did not want spiel 
and one-eighth (12.1%) did not know. It is not surprising that more 
Zone | respondents (4. 4%) than Zone il and III (60.3% and 50.0% 
respectively) suggested landscaping. The suggestions favoured the 
planting of trees or a combination of trees and small shrubs or bushes. 


25 


%*¥ + & & ¥ 


Ay ‘ 

; = ta rot fi dor as anotecyaue shivent, a. foxes caw es aioe ye 
: s Initnebtee't oat ind mor? bovowgmi od blues rebrtad: 
gery Tol Inorshib dew isn oh novesup sit ~ | ey | 
leit igen f oth. Of agorios 7% oti birisiob Oo; DS ey nolieeup-oftT 2001 
ci bsdes s16W Asa Hise YT) Sis  bedtrs=b32ee [> 264 97 et St A ) 36 
40°799185h-8n3, caastel ids orf Pr caipisnt sit crdolno sii spetio olaaw 
ebhw Welly vay nigis afi rch jemaol noklesup SAT * eaigsssbist s 
wl ci Gases, oye © 250 oft ni Cl bas tf enabesyp esac . baba 
Oss] inebhodest SY ,amolasup séeani oF toltg Jhid pagoe sd J 

. STOMA Seion rot ampiesb bia eiuoloo aue&rtsy 16 eager rosette 


i 


\ 
bye >i or " ) 
oF yee Pe G isl I rn ; 
cg - oe a a 
ma) ee | si) i 
cy “yi mentee re, ear Sotrl - , 5 é “ents 2 fyeey* 
28a INSTsaiihy 9 UC oti tae sol va SRST OXS 


(iCal B2ASRehis WE ' i i ee tt Og oub <a a 


ati : ee ae bas fs 


. 
ir po 
\ 
isiolt iif 
Ps 4 ry e 
. 4 S*s > 
q La? , = 
’ Py z 
* | 2e [| 2 
¢ sy - 
a a 
* £ al ra 
se -" - 
+. 4 a ty \ 
: 2 in le Tr ; as oe 
‘TY OF Sh) D8Sjl20uul 2 > fiex 
ssi IBIS JGW JOT DIO (70. Ss) TSTisup- sno i 
Stor ight sajsiiive jor ei 3) .wond Jon brb Gel; 
: : : ; j 1} ¢7 fend SD ‘ 
DX 1) Ue Petre. © AAT Mi ey t} ht Wit yas fidstiJ i ~~ ,¢ \} 
31 BSTUOVAT cnoileaguRee ail .eniggoabrs! hste 
‘ Lr ¢ - ry: H my Hee Boay? tre resterin wd : 
293neuGa IoD Bain cle ‘ ei 5 ee if 2 era 13 5) Mower ~eS 
iv | - . 
P __ 
, 
. 
' s 
; a 
‘ 7 
! 
‘ ’ 
; hey 
lane 7 oa 


A few (eleven) respondents mentioned ivy or vines and four people 
thought a hedge would be an improvement. The reasons for land- 
Scaping, provided by a few respondents, included: "Landscaping 
would remove the bare look"; ''Trees may absorb the noise"; and 
“shrubs may stop boys walking there if they can't get by the shrubs". 
some people stressed the fact they wanted landscaping only if it was 
properly maintained. 


One-third (33.8%) of the respondents believed the colour of the barrier 
Should be changed, one-half (51.2%) felt it should remain unchanged, 
and 15% did not reply. Sixty-seven out of the seventy respondents, 
who want a change, indicated their colour preference which is shown 
in Table 13. 


Table 13 


Colour Suggested For Durisol 
Barrier _ 


Colour Preference # % of those % of Total 
stating preference Sample 


Green 30 «44.8 14.5 
Brown Ly 25.4 ie 
Turquoise 6 8.9 Diao 
Blue 5 Tea 2.4 
Other ht 13.4 4.3 
Total 67 100.0 Beas 
Number of Respondents 67 207 


The percentages in Table 13 should be interpreted with caution due to 
the small number of respondents. It is evident that green is the 
preferred colour, followed by brown. Turquoise and blue were 
chosen by approximately the same percentage. Other suggestions 
include: light grey, a brighter, softer, or natural colour, or a wood 
facing. 


Three-fifths (60.9%) of the respondents thought the barrier should 
remain at four ees one-quarter (25.1%) suggested building it 

higher, 1.4% or 3 people thought it should be lower and one-eighth 
(12. 6%) did not make a suggestion regarding the height. 


The majority of the respondents (79.3%) did not want to change the 
width of the barrier or did not make a suggestion. If changed, one- 
fifth (19. 8%) suggested making it thicker and 1.0% or 2 people, thinner. 
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Similarly, the majority (83.5%) did not want to change the design of 
the barrier or did not reply. See Table 12. The design change 
suggested by 16. 4% of the respondents included fan shape, T-wall, 
and comments such as: "Since it's not effective there must be 
something wrong with the design"; "Build it out of granite or craggy 
rocks"; "Top of barrier should curve towards highway"; and 
"Strengthen it as a possible crash barrier". 


A few respondents commented on the construction of the barrier at 
the end of the interview when asked for further comments. These 
included: 


Put in glass block so still can see the traffic. 
Earth could be good sound barrier". 


"Make deflector at top or enclose 401 completely". 


"Earth mounds with landscaping over it would do 
the same job as built barriers. They would be 
cheaper (use land fill) and look better". 


Highway View 


The percentage of respondents who made a suggestion for improving 
the barrier from the highway side is shown in Table 14. Just over 
one-tenth (11. 6%) of the respondents who claimed not to have seen the 
barrier while driving on the Highway did not provide a suggestion 

for improvement. A significantly higher percentage of males (94.0%) 
than females (83.2%) have seen the barrier from the Highway. 


Table 14 


Suggestions For Improving Barrier From The 
Highway View 


Suggestion # % of 
responses respondents 
Landscaping 94 m0 6 
Colour 48 ZOo0 
Design 2 6.5 
No landscaping 6 Ore 
Height 2 Za. 
No changes-positive features 2D 13.0 
No suggestions ae 18.9 
Other 1 0.9 
Total 226 Lor he 
b 
Number of Respondents 185 


a Percentage exceeds 100% because up to three responses could be given. 


Respondents who have not seen the barrier from the highway did not 


answer this question. 
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One-half (50. 8%) of the respondents suggested landscaping on the 
highway side. The comments were similar to those made regarding 
landscaping on the residential side. One person stated landscaping 
would be desirable "if it looked more natural-there's no warmth to 
it- it's so cold". Note that six responses opposed landscaping since 
the trees would not survive the salt spray from the highway traffic. 


One-quarter ( 26.0%) of the respondents suggested a colour change. 
They either stated a colour preference or made comments such as: 
"looks drab"; "too blah looking"; "looks awful when wet"; "colour 
brighter or lighter for safety at night time"; and "paint scenes or 
designs on it". Nine people suggested a green colour, two, a brown, 
and 1 person, turquoise. 


Suggestions concerning the design were made by 6.5% of the respon- 
dents. One of the five comments suggesting wood panelling was: 


"Construct of wood on both sides and concrete in 
the middle. It would leave an air gap in between 
and automatically build up a sound barrier. Wood 
would be more decorative". 


One respondent suggested planting trees in the V-section of a fan 
shaped barrier. Only 2.7% of the respondents suggested a change 
in the height of the barrier. All five of these responses were for 
a higher wall. 


One-third (32.4%) of the respondents did not make any suggestions. 
This third is comprised of 18.9% who did not have any suggestions 
and 13.5% who thought the barrier did not need any improvement. 
Comments of the latter type included: "Leave it-looks very attractive 
and neat" and "One of the better barriers put up-leave it". 


Issue of Height Increase 


The Victoria Park- Don Valley barrier is four metres high. Since 

it is feasible to build noise barriers up to five metres high, the issue 
of height preference was further investigated As Stated in the section 
on the view from the residential side, three-fifths of the respondents 
thought the barrier should remain at four metres, one-quarter 
suggested building it higher, 1.4% thought it should be lower, and 
one-eighth did not make a suggestion. In order to explore the issue 

. further, the respondents were asked whether they would approve or 
disapprove if the durisol barrier were built another metre higher. 


Over half (53.1%) of the respondents would approve of building the 
barrier one metre higher. Approximately one-quarter (23.7%) 
would disapprove and 23.2% do not know how they would react if the 
barrier were built one metre higher. The differences by zone were 
not statistically significantly different. 
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The percentage of respondents who would approve, disapprove or 
neither approve nor disapprove if the ainador barrier were built 
one metre higher was analyzed by the respondents' level of satis- 
faction with this barrier A significant statistical difference was 
found between the respondents who were satisfied and those who 
were dissatisfied with the barrier. A higher percentage (54.5%) of 
the satisfied respondents than dissatisfied (42.1%) would approve of 
the height increase. 


The reasons given for either approving or disapproving of a one 
metre height increase are listed in Table 15. The 23.2% of the 
respondents who neither approved nor disapproved did not provide 
a reason. 


Table 15 


Reasons For Approving or Disapproving of a 
Five Metre Barrier 


Reasons % of those who 
approve & disapprove 


APPROVE OF HEIGHT INCREASE 


Related to noise reduction D2Ne 
Reduce non-noise highway problems 10.6 
Ambivalent reasons Anes 


DISAPPROVE OF HEIGHT INCREASE 


Related to appearance 1oe7 
No beneficial effects ey 
Too costly 4.3 
Other reasons 520 
Total 100.0 
Number of Respondents 161 


Just over half (52.8%) of the respondents who provided a reason 
would approve because they felt an extra metre would cut down — 
further on the Highway noise. Some of these people qualified their 
approval only if the height increase made the wall more effective in 
reducing noise. Comments included: 


"Noise would go over the house rather than hit 
at the upper windows". 


"Might eliminate transport truck noise and exhaust”, 
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"I feel to cut down on noise, you should not see 
the highway. We can See the highway”. 


One-tenth (10. 6%) of the respondents, who stated an opinion, would 
approve because they believed the extra metre would reduce non- 
noise highway-related problems. Comments included: 


“It will stop the wind in the winter". 

"It would cut light from highway". 

"Probably reduce amount of spray". 

‘Perhaps it would keep out more dirt", 
A few respondents (4.3%) would approve because "it can't do any 
harm" and "height makes no difference". These are examples of 
some of the ambivalent reasons given. 
Almost one-seventh (13.7%) of the respondents who stated an opinion 
would disapprove if one metre were added to the durisol barrier 
because they believed it would be detrimental . to the appearance of 


the barrier and the surrounding area. Remarks of this nature 
included: 


"Would look even more like prison". 
"Would look and feel like a jail". 
"Unsightly-too much wall", 


"The look of confinement". 


Just under one-tenth (8.7%) of these respondents would disapprove 
because they did not foresee any beneficial effects from a five metre 
barrier asopposed to a four metre one or thought it was eee 
as is. Comments included: "Don't think an extra three feet will make 
a difference" and "It's fine as is”. 


A few respondents (4.3%) would disapprove of the height increase 
because of monetary reaSons. Statements such as "Going to cost me 
money and they've wasted enough of my money without putting more 
concrete on my wall" and "Unnecessary expense" were made. 


Other reasons for disapproving involved concerns such as the backyard 
being too dark at night, would not get the sun and would lack sufficient 
air. One respondent stated: "It's got to depend on whether it's solid, 
if too high it will fall over and you re in (for)property damage, Also 
blocks out the breeze". 
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Perception of Noise Barriers 


The concrete durisol barrier is one of several types of noise barriers. 
One objective of the survey was to determine people's perceptions of 
barriers in general. Therefore, the issue of barrier type was further 
investigated by showing the respondents three different sets of photo- 
graphs to determine their aesthetic, colour, and design preferences. 


The first set of photographs contained pictures of a concrete, wood, 
and steel barrier. The second set of photographs consisted of four 
coloured walls; namely: medium brown, light grey, pacific turquoise, 
and gulf green. The last set had pictures of a horizontal, vertical, 
and fan shape barrier. The photographs were arranged differently 
for each interview to prevent the order in which the photographs were 
seen from influencing the respondent's selection. 


Aesthetic Preference 


The respondents chose the barrier which they liked the best and the 
worst ia terms of overall appearance from photographs of a grey 
concrete, brown timber, and green steel barrier. The percentages 
Bee te each barrier type as best liked by zone are presented in 

a ap.e.10. 


Table 16 


Barrier Like Best In Terms of 
Overall Appearance By Zone 


TAT whi 
Borrier Type I II Il Total 
Percentage 
Wood 41.5 ek | oa 0 8 eps: 
Concrete Dialieek We 28.8 30. 4 
Steel 24.4 26.0 Sears 28.9 
Don't know 2.4 6.8 ‘pal 3) 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 82 io OZ 207 


There appears to be a slight preference for the wooden barrier as 
over one-third (35. 8%) of the respondents chose it compared to 30. 4% 
and 28.5% who chose the concrete and steel barriers, respectively. 
Note that approximately two-fifths of both the Zone I and Il respondents 
chose wood and approximately one-quarter chose steel as their first 


choice. 
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The opposite is true among Zone Ill respondents. One-quarter (25.0%) 
of the Zone III respondents chose wood and almost two-fifths (38.5%), 
Steel. These zonal differences are not statistically different nor are 
the differences in material liked best for the Zone I respondents. 


The above analysis described the barrier liked the best. The res- 

pondents also indicated the one they liked the least. In order to simplify this 
data, scores were calculated. The values 1, 2, and 3 were assigned 

to represent least liked, second choice, and best liked respectively. 

Those who did not know which barrier they liked best or least were 

excluded. As shown in Table 2, Appendix II, each barrier type 

received approximately the same score, that is, 2.0. 


Perception of Most Effective Barrier 


‘The respondents chose the barrier they perceived as most and least 
effective from photographs of a grey concrete, wood timber, and green 
steel barrier. Over half (55.6%) of the respondents perceived the 
concrete barrier, the one they have in their area, as the most 
eirective.- See Table 1/7 for detailsv"@ne-fiith (19.8%) could or would 
not make a judgement, 17.4% chose the wood barrier, and one- 
fourteenth (7.2%) chose the steel barrier. Comments such as "I'm 

not an engineer. How would I know?" exemplified many of the don't 
know responses. No Statistical differences by zone were found but 
more of the Zone I respondents perceived concrete as most effective. 


Table 17 


Barrier Perceived As Most Effective By Zone 


Zone 
Pomriecr lype I II Ul Total 
Percentage 
Concrete DTS 30. 6 oF, F 500 
Wood likey 1OY2 EES 17.4 
Steel 2) OND 7 OF ioe 
Don't know LVL 24.7 L7Ze3 19,8 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 82 73 a2 207 


Scores based on the respondents’ answers to which barrier they believed 
was least and most effective and second most effective are illustrated 

in Table 3, Appendix II. The higher the score, the more effective the 
residents believed the barrier to be. The scores for the concrete, 
wood, and steel barriers were: 2.6, 1.8, and 1.6, respectively. 
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Design Preference 


The respondents looked at photographs of a vertical steel, a horizontal 
steel, and fan shaped barrier and were asked to choose the barrier 
they liked best and least in terms of design and/or construction. The 
interviewers stressed that appearance was not a factor, only the design 
and /or construction. 


As shown in Table 18, half the respondents (50.3%) chose the hori- 
zontal barrier as their first choice. Approximately, one-fifth (22. 2), 
and 20.3%) chose the fan shaped and vertical barriers, respectively 

as their first choice. The difference by zones was not statistically 
different, but significantly more of the respondents in Zone I preferred 
the horizontal barrier than the fan shape or vertical ones. 


Table 18 
Barrier Like Best In terms of Design 
By Zone 
LOne 
Deiete t. lave I Il Ill Total 
Percentage 
Horizontal 47.6 93.4 50. 0 20.3 
Fan Shaped 26.8 16.4 ae Ws Dee 
Vertica y AG je oe vad Mee 2 (Aa es 
Don't know 4.9 ligihew @ Ono 7.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of Respondents 82 io Oe JAN) 


The scores calculated for design preference, presented in Table 4, 
Appendix II, indicated a strong preference for the horizontal design. 
The scores for the horizontal, vertical, and fan shaped barriers 
Were 2,0, ..9;,,.and 1:6, respectively. 


Colour Preference 


One-third (33. 8%) of the respondents indicated medium brown was 
the best colour for noise barriers. One-fifth of the respondents each 
chose light grey (22. 2%); gulf green (21.7%); and pacific turquoise 
(20. 8%) as the best colour. The photographs of the different colour 
were all of a horizontal steel barrier. The percentages by zone are 
presented in Table 19. 
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Table 19 


Colour Preference By Zone 


a eee 


Zone 


Colour | II I Total 
% indicating colour as best liked 
Medium brown Ze O 38.4 40.4 oo. 
Light grey 24.4 16.4 20.9 py eI 
Gulf green 28.0 lee Jee 15.4 a he 
Pacific turquoise 22.0 744 eye Ln 20. 8 
Number of Respondents 82 13 DA 207 


A higher percentage of Zone II and III respondents (38.4% and 40. 4% 
respectively) chose brown as the best liked barrier colour as compared 
to one-quarter (25. 6%) of the Zone I respondents. About the same 
percentage of Zone I (24. 4%) and Zone III(26. 9%) respondents chose 
grey as best liked as compared to 16. 4% of the Zone II respondents. 
Gulf green is preferred by more Zone | respondents (28.0%) than 

Zone II and Ill (19.2% and 15.4%, respectively). About one-fifth 

of the respondents in each zone indicated pacific turquoise as their 
first choice. No difference in colour preference was found among 
Zone I respondents. 


The age of the respondent had no effect upon their colour choice. 
The only colour influenced by a sex difference was pacific turquoise. 
More males (28.0%) than females (14.0%) chose this colour as the 
best one for noise barriers. 


The noise barrier in the respondents’ area is unpainted concrete and 
thus, a light grey. As stated previously, one-fifth (22.2%) of the 
respondents chose it as the best colour for noise barriers. However, 
two-fifths (39. 1%) chose it as the least liked colour. The percentage 

of respondents choosing gulf green, brown, and pacific turquoise as 
least liked were: 23.7%; 18.4%; and 17.4%. ‘There were no Significant 
differences by zone in the respondents’ ranking of the light grey colour. 


A score, ranging from 1 to 4, was calculated for each colour. ‘The 
closer the score is to 4, the more preferred the colour is. As shown 
in Table 5, Appendix II, brown received the highest score, 75 sues h ae 
green, the lowest, 2.3. Pacific turquoise and gulf green both had a 
Beote or 2. J. 
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Attitude To Noise Barriers 


One objective of the study was to determine the residents’ attitude 
to noise barriers being built along the Highway. Half (49.3%) of 

the respondents use the Highway more than once a week, one-fifth 
(20.3%) travel on it once a week and 30. 4% use it rarely or never. 


The respondents were asked what effect the barriers have on the 
Highway and the area around them and the reasons for their opinion 
Approximately twice the percentage of respondents (39. 3%) stated 
noise barriers made the Highway less attractive than reported they 
made it more attractive (19.9%). One-third (34.5%) believed barriers 
had no effect on the appearance of the Highway. 


The reasons given, as shown in Table 20, refer mainly to either the 
appearance of the barriers themselves or the effect of the barriers 
on the highway. Over one-quarter (28.5%) of the respondents stated 
barriers serve a functional purpose or that drivers do not and/or 
should not pay attention to barriers. 


Table 20 


Reasons For Attitude To Noise Barriers 
Reasons UE 


Serve functional purpose 2 
Make highway less attractive Os 
Barriers are unattractive 1 
Barriers are attractive I 
Make highway more attractive 

Benefit community 

No opinion 


Total 100.0 


Number of Respondents 207, 


One-fifth (20. 8%) of the respondents claimed barriers detracted from 
the scenery of the highway. Comments of this type included: "It 
used to have a more soft, natural appeal"; "We've lost the beauty of 
the highway and scenery"; and "Can't look into people's gardens or 
houses". Another fifth (18.8%) of the respondents described the 
barriers themselves as "ugly, unappealing, boring, concrete jungle, 
like a tunnel". 


On the positive side, 13.5% of the residents, reported the barriers were 
attractive structures providing continuity to the Highway. Approxi- 
mately one-twelfth (8.7%) believed the barriers made the Highway 
more attractive by covering backyards. Comments included: ‘Sooner 
see a brick wall than a messy backyard" and "Gives a clean appearance 


to the highway”. 
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DISCUSSION 


The research findings indicate the installation of the noise barrier 

has had mainly positive effects upon the neighbourhood. The findings 
are discussed in terms of what effects the residents believe the barrier 
has had and their suggestions for changes in the barrier. 


Impact of Barrier 


The barrier appears to have reduced the level of noise problems in 
the study area. At the time of the survey just under two-fifths of the 
respondents were quite, very or completely satisfied with the level of 
noise in general from Highway 401. A similar percentage were only 
somewhat satisfied or Somewhat dissatisfied and the remaining one- 
quarter were dissatisfied. 


While overall dissatisfaction with the level of highway noise was 
relatively low, a substantial minority (42%) of the respondents were 
dissatisfied with the level of highway noise outside when asked speci- 
fically about noise in this area. The level of both general dissatis- 
faction and dissatisfaction with noise outside their house was inde- 
pendent of distance from the Highway. 


The majority of respondents (63%) said that noise was a problem prior 
to erection of the barrier. In Zone I, the area adjacent to the Highway, 
75% recalled noise as a problem. When interviewed, 78% of these same 
respondents and 91% in Zone I, said construction of the barrier had 
eliminated the noise-related problems either completely or somewhat. 


The procedure of asking about perceptions now and prior to the erection 
of the barrier provides implicit evidence that the residents" dissatis- 
faction with the level of Highway noise has been reduced. 


The respondents believe the effects of the barrier on their neighbour- 
hood have been generally positive and more of the Zone I respondents 
generally reported positive effects. Over three-fifths of the respondents 
said the overall situation was better now than before the noise barrier 
was installed. Two-thirds said the amount of traffic noise from High- 
way 401 was better (less), half reported less noise in some sections of 
their house, almost half have more visual privacy in their yard, over 
two-fifths, less dust and dirt settling on their yard and approximately 
one-quarter report the situation concerning fumes from traffic on the 
Highway, vibrations due to traffic, and salt spray from the Highway 
are) better. 


The percentage of Zone I residents who report the situation is better 

is considerably higher than for the whole sample. Forexample, 
seven out of eight of the Zone I residents believe the overall situation is 
better and only 1% say it is worse as a result of the barrier. 
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Three-fifths of the Zone I residents reported that the barrier had 
created unanticipated benefits. The major benefit was increased 
visual privacy in their backyard. Other benefits mentioned include 
a reduction in noise, reduced wind and snow drifts, less dust and 
dirt, less salt spray, etc. 


The respondents were also asked if they believed the barrier was 
worthwhile and how satisfied they were with it. One-third indicated 
it is very worthwhile and almost half, (46%) said it is somewhat 
worthwhile. The Zone I residents believed the barrier to be more 
worthwhile than those living more distant from it since 91¥% of the 
Zone I residents said it was somewhat or very worthwhile. Overall, 
any one-Sseventh of the residents believed the barrier was not worth- 
while. 


When asked if they were satisfied with the barrier, just over half, 
(53%) said they were very, quite or completely satisfied, almost two- 
fifths were neither satisfied or dissatisfied, and one-tenth were dis- 
satisfied. When asked why they were satisfied or dissatisfied with 
the barrier, half said because of the reduction in noise, one-Seventh 
that the noise level had not been reduced enough, and one-eighth said 
the noise either did not change or increased. 


More respondents believe the barrier was worthwhile than were 
satisfied with it. This suggests that they approve of what has been 
done but believe there is still room for further improvement. 


The 19 residents who were dissatisfied with the barrier were also 
more dissatisfied with highway noise in general, highway noise while 
talking in the house, while reading or relaxing inside, and while 
sleeping. They were not signficantly more likely to be dissatisfied 
with other neighbourhood characteristics related to the highway such 
as visual privacy, vibrations, fumes, and salt spray than those who 
were Satisfied with the barrier. It is probable that in any area where 
a noise barrier is erected, there will be a group of residents who 
remain dissatisfied regardless of what is done. 


The barrier caused problems for just over two-fifths of the Zone I and 
one-fifth of all the residents. The major problems reported by the 
Zone I residents were Site specific. That is, they were due to the 
way in which the barrier was erected or maintained. A major source 
of irritation appears to be a strip of land between the barrier and the 
edge of the residents’ property. In some areas a fence extends along 
the property line leaving a narrow unused and unmanaged area on the 
inside of the barrier. Future maintenance of this strip warrants 
investigation. The other objections to the barrier were due to a 
dislike for either its appearance or the psychological feeling of con- 
finement that it creates. 
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Overall, the residents approve of the barrier and those most intimately 
involved with it, that is, the Zone I residents, approve of it most 
strongly. The sound barrier has not solved all of the sound problems 
and has created a few site specific annoyances but it generally is con- 
sidered to be both effective and worthwhile. 


Barrier Characteristics 


ihe residents’ opinions on the height, colour, and design of the sound 
barrier were investigated in order to provide information useful in 
designing barriers in other areas. 


Height 


The height of the barrier was investigated by means of three questions. 
The respondents were asked whether they had any suggestions for 
improving the barrier based upon its appearance from the residential 
Side in terms of its height. Three-fifths believed the barrier should 
Stay at four metres while one-quarter wanted it higher. Most of the 
remainder did not have an opinion and 3 persons believed it should 

be lower. Only 5 respondents mentioned changing the height to improve 
its appearance from the highway side. They all wanted it raised. 


When asked if they would approve or disapprove if this barrier were 
built another metre higher, just over half approved, one-quarter 
disapproved and the remaining quarter did not have an opinion. Of 
those who approved of building the barrier higher, the majority did 
so because they believed it would further reduce noise. 


The responses indicate that when confronted with the choice of 
increasing the height of the barrier by one metre, over half of the 
respondents would do so even though they might not want it higher 
from the point of view of appearance. A higher barrier would draw 
some level of opposition from approximately one-quarter of the _ 
respondents. Some respondents apparently interpreted the question 
to imply the present barrier would be increased by one metre and 
were opposed to such a change. 


On the basis of the findings from the above three questions concerning 
height, the majority of the residents are satisfied with the present 
height of 4 metres but would approve of a 5 metre barrier if it made 
the barrier more effective. 
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Colour 


In order to determine the preferred colour for noise barriers, three 
questions were asked. ‘Two involved the colour of the existing barrier 
and the third, the colour of noise barriers in general. 


When asked about the colour of the present barrier, as seen from the 
reSidential side, half wished to have it remain its present light grey 
colour, approximately one-third preferred a change, and the remainder 
had no opinion. Of those desiring a change, almost half stated a pre- 
ference for green, one-quarter for brown, and the remainder chose 
some other colour. This suggests that at least half are satisfied with 

the present grey colour. Nine of the respondents who volunteered ways 
for improving the appearance of the highway side of the barrier suggested 
that the colour be changed to green, 2 to brown, and 1 to turquoise. 


When asked to choose from among four different coloured photographs 
of horizontal, steel panels, the respondents indicated a preference 
for a medium brown. One-third said medium brown was the best 
colour compared to approximately 22% who chose each of three other 
colours, light grey, gulf green, and pacific turquoise. 


Two-fifths of the respondents liked the light grey colour least compared 
to just under one-quarter who disliked the gulf green, and fewer than 
one-fifth who disliked the medium brown and pacific turquoise the 
most. 


It is difficult to draw conclusions. While grey is the most frequently 
disliked colour when shown photographs, half the residents were in 
favour of retaining the grey colour of the existing barrier. Those who 
indicated changing the colour of the existing barrier chose a green 
colour. However, when asked for their opinion of the best colour for 
barriers in general, a slight preference for brown was evident. 


Appearance 


Slightly more residents indicated they prefer the overall appearance 

Of a wood barrier to a concrete or steel one. The percentage pre- 
ferring each was as follows: wood, 36%; concrete, 30%; and steel, PA ae 
The above preference differs substantially from their perception that 
concrete is more effective than the others. Over half (56%) believe 
concrete is the most effective of the three types of barriers. This 
compares with 17% who believe wood and 7% who believe steel is the 
most effective. 


A barrier with horizontal panels was chosen over other designs by half 
of the respondents. The fan design was preferred by 22%, and a vertical 
design by 20%. The preference for a horizontal design may be influenced 
by the existing barrier which is of the type. 
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On the basis of the respondents'answers to the questions on barrier 
height, colour, and appearance, we are inclined to conclude that no 
combination of height, colour, and material will be accepted by all 
residents. The existing grey concrete, horizontal design appears to 
be generally acceptable. A substantial number of residents would 
like a brown, wooden barrier but only a few believe it would be as 
effective as a concrete barrier. The desire for landscaping on both 
the residential and highway side of the barrier is worthy of consider- 
ation if plants can survey the salt spray and highway fumes and if the 
cost of planting and maintenance is not excessive. 
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APPENDIX I 


QUESTIONNAIRE 


I'm from InfoResults Limited. A few days ago we mailed 
you a letter about a survey we're doing in your area for the provincial 
government. It's about people's attitudes towards their neighbourhood. 
I would like to ask you (required respondent) a few questions. 


1a) What year did you first move into this house? 19 
(How many years ago?) wanyy 


b) If 1978: Did you move in before September 1978 or after? 


Before Sept. "78 
After or during 


as Do you (or your family) own or rent this house? 
family-related=owners Own 
non-family (borders)=renters Rent 


Other 


3 a) At any point in time have you (or your family) ever 
considered moving away from here? 


| (g0 to. qer4)====" No 


b) Why did you consider moving? (If non-noise related, ask: 
For any other reasons?) 


--- If noise-related, ask 3c: 


¢-- 


c) Why didn't you move? 
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a) 
b) 


c) 


d) 


€) 


f) 


g) 


h) 
i) 


j) 


k) 


I'd like to get your opinion on various features of your neighbourhood. 


On this sheet (give respondent answer sheet) you will see there are 
8 different answers ranging from completely satisfied to completely 
dissatisfied. In between you see very, good, and somewhat satisfied 
and very, good, and somewhat dissatisfied. Now I'm going to read a 
statement and I'd like you to choose the answer from the sheet which 


best describes how satisfied you are with this feature of your neighbourhood. 


Let's go through the first one together. 


the amount of noise from the 401 


the amount of dust & dirt that settles on 
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the amount of noise from the 401 when you 
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the amount of noise from the 401 when you 


are talking to people in your house....... Ruy oes te Eee ae one Reo gene, 


the amount of vibrations on your windows 


Gncishesitrom traffic on the 401........ ie 26 ae So 6: 1 8 9 


the amount of noise from the 401 when you 


ef using your yard or balcony.......... LL SAO ae eae 


the amount of noise from the 401 when you 


are reading or relaxing in your house .... beg ier 4 (O° Ge eae eee 


the amount of fumes from traffic on the 401 


the amount of salt spray or residue from the 


highway in the winter on your home or yard 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 


the amount of visual privacy that you have 


pepnrdratric on the 401... ....5 cece c cee ee 12 a S67 eee 


the amount of noise from airplanes....... ly 2) 33h. 5S 6 7 @ 9 
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a) 


b) 


6 a) 


b) 


c) 


About a year ago, the Province put up a noise barrier along 
the 401 in your neighbourhood. The barrier is 4 metres, that 
is, 13 feet high and is made of concrete. 


Are you aware of this barrier in your neighbourhood ? 
Yes 
(terminate) No 


Did you live in this house BEFORE this noise barrier was put up? 
eS 8S. ali cated Yes,sDelore 
(go to q. 12) No (during or after) 


Treen 


Before the barrier was erected, was noise from the 401 a 
problem for you? 


poco thse - 242-2 22--5-2----- Yes, a problem 
No, not a problem 

: P 

| 

Ni 


How was the noise a problem for you before the barrier was 
put up? How did the noise bother you? (Probe: how affected 
lifestyle). 


Did the noise barrier eliminate these problems? 
(Probe: to what extent?) 
Yes, completely 
Specify: Yes, somewhat 
PUL OL NOISE Rr eonil SoCrih No, still problems 


What did you expect from this noise barrier at the time it 
was put up? 


----- If no expectations, go to 8 


Have these expectations taken place? 
Ee ee eee ee 


Has the noise barrier caused any problems that you are 


aware of? 
(ask 8 b) Yes 


tog. 9) JNo 
Heuer Don't know 


WHF 
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27 
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29 


30 
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8b) What problems did the noise barrier cause? 


What benefits did you get from the noise barrier that you 
never expected to get.? 


I'd like you to compare the situation now with the situation 
before the noise barrier was put upa year ago. Would 
you say the barrier has made (read categories) better, 


i 


Clerc 


worse or no difference. Is it much or slightly (better or 


worse)? 


a) 
b) 
Cc) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
8) 
h) 


a) 


b) 


— Muc 


moN N NY NY NY WN DN Slightly bette 


the amount of dust and dirt that settles in your yard 


p=! 


the amount of fumes from traffic on the 401 
the amount of privacy in your yard from traffic on the 401 |{1 
the amount of noise from the 401 1 
the amount of vibrations on windows /dishes from 401 traffic|1 
the amount of salt spray or residue from the 401 in winter |] 
the amount of noise in Some sections of your house | 1 
the overall situation 1 


Probe: Anything else? 


I'd like to know how the barrier has affected your lifestyle. 


Have you used your front or back yard more, less or the 
same since the barrier was put up? 


If more or less, ask: Why? 
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12. a) I have three photographs of various noise barriers, I'd like you 


14. 


b) 


c) 


. a) 


b) 


c) 


b) 
c) 


to tell me which one you think looks the BEST as far as overall 
appearance? 
SET I Concrete 
Comments: Wood 
Steel 
Don‘ t know / | 
can't choose one 


Which one do you think looks the WORST as far as overall 
appearance? 
Concrete 


Comments: Wood 


Steel 
Don‘ t know / 
can't choose one 


Code second choice: Concrete 
Wood 
Steel 
Don't know 


Which one do you feel is the most effective in reducing noise? 


Comments: SEL | Concrete 
Wood 
Steel 
Don’ t know / 
can't choose one 


Which one do you feel is the least effective in reducing noise? 


Comments: Concrete 
Wood 
Steel 
Don‘ t know / 
can't choose one 


Code second choice: Concrete 
Wood 
Steel 
Don't know 


Looking at these photographs (Set II) which one do you like > 
BEST in terms of colour for noise barriers? (codeas1) 2% 
] 
1 
1 
1 


Comments: Medium brown,..,......, 
Lightt@revywe desion -: .. 
Pacific Aurquoise ...5o 3. 
Gulf oneet dace dies oe 


Which one do you like LEAST? (Code as 4) 


Which colour (name the two remaining ones) do you 
like better? (Code one like better as 2 and then code 


third choice as 3), 
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15 a) Looking at these photographs (Set III),. which one do you like 


b) 


16. 


a) 


b) 


c) 


d) 


e) 


BEST in terms of barrier design and/or construction? Not from 
an appearance point of view--only design. . 
Horizontal 
Vertical 
Fan shape 


Don't know 7 
can't choose 


Which one do you like LEAST in terms of barrier design and /or 


construction? Not from an appearance point of view--only desig 


Horizontal 
Vertical 
Fan shape 


Don't know / 
can't choose 


Code second choice: Horizontal 
Vertical 
Fan shape 
Don't know 


Looking at the noise barrier from this side of the highway, 
do you have any suggestions about how the barrier could be 
ea te exarmmie, would you... ... 

rea 


change the colour or leave it Change colour 
Leave it 

(specify colour preference: ) Don't know /no reply 

do some landscaping Landscaping 


No landscaping 


| (specify: ) Don't know /no reply 


build it higher or lower or leave it 

at 4 metres, that is 13 feet. Higher 
Lower 
Leave at 4 metres 
Don't know /no reply 


build it thinner or thicker or leave it Thinner 
Thicker 
Leave it 
Don't know /no reply 


change the design & structure Change design 
Leavevit 
specify: Don't know /no reply 
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17 a) This barrier is 4 metres high (13 tpet}e Would you approve 
or seat hoe if this barrier were built another metre, that is, 3 ft. 


highe 
Pe er CER aa Roe Gee oo) Approve 
| Disapprove 
l (go to q. 18)Neither approve 
Vv nor disapprove 


b) Why would you (read answer-approve or disapprove)? 


18. Have you seen what this barrier looks like while driving 


on the 401? 
ee a ae aia mn neta ata aaa aetna atta tt fe = Yes 
| (go to q. 20) pitheNo 
| 
Vv 


19, When you are on the 401, do you have any comments about how 
this barrier looks or how it could be improved? 


(Probe: colour, landscaping, height, design, etc.) 


20. a) In general, how satisfied are you with this barrier? (Hand sheet) 
Please give me an answer from this sheet. 
Completely satisfied 
Very satisfied 
Quite satisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 


Somewhat dissatisfied 
Quite dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 
Completely dissatisfied 
Don't know /no opinion 


b) Why are you ( read answer) with the noise barrier? 


21. How worthwhile do you think this noise barrier has been? 


Has it been (read each, except no opinion) Very worthwhile 
Somewhat worthwhile 
Not worthwhile 
No opinion /no reply 
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a) 


b) 


Now I'd like to ask you about highway 401 in general. On the 
average, how many times a week do you travel on the 401? 


Read: Never 
Rarely 
Once a week 
More than once a week 


Barriers are being built along the 401 in Toronto. You ma 
have seen them in other areas. In your opinion, do these barriers 
make the 401 and the area around it: 
Read: (More attractive 

fe fe i i ame hae ae = 1sé68, attractive 

| Neither attractive nor 

nattractive 

No opinion 


vy 
Why do you feel the barriers make the 401 (read answer above)? 


Are you between: Read: 18-24 years 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65+ 


May I have your phone number aS Someone may phone to verify 
I was here. 


(ask last name if won't give #) 


Do you have any further comments: 


Thank you very much 


Sex of Respondent: Male 
Female 


Zone Zone | 
Zone II 
Zone III 


Interviewer: Brenda 
Nancy 


Heather 
Mary 
Anita 
Other 
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Teple 2 


Overall Appearance Preference Score of 
Barriers By Zone 


SS ea a ee 


Zone 


‘Type I II ITI Total 
eee Se ercenta ey eee 
Concrete iba gal eel ea) 
Wood Zn 2 2:0 legs: 240 
Steel es 2.0 ait Eo 
No. of Respondents 80 68 48 196 
Table 3 
Perception of Most Effective Barrier 
By Zone 
Zone 
T ype It II {II Total 
Percentage 

Concrete 2 ey ys V x10 a0 
Wood Ls 1-9 is are: 
Steel £0 PSS 1.6 1.6 
No. of Respondents 68 oo 43 166 
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Table 4 


Barrier Design Preference Score 


By Zone 
Zone 
Type I Il Ill 
Percentage 
Horizontal 2.4 Pisco 20 
Vertical 1.9 1.9 Ze 
Fan Shape ee T.0 e6 
No. of Respondents 78 65 49 
Table 5 
Barrier Colour Preference Score 
By Zone 
Zone 
Colour I II lil 
Percentage 
Brown 20 2.9 Ta 
Pacific Turquoise 20 225 2.0 
Green 2u0 2-5 DES 
Grey 2.3 2.0 2.4 
No. of respondents 82 70 O2 
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